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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe examner's fina
rejection of claim1, which is the only claimpending in this
appl i cation.

Appel l ants' invention relates to a pattern recognition
systemin which outernost points of a character are extracted
by extending rays froma common starting point on the contour

of the character in a predeterm ned set of angular directions
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until the rays intersect farthest portions of the contour, the
I ntersections defining the outernost points. A calculating
nmeans associ ates the outernost points with a series of contour
lines, and a segnenting neans extracts feature paraneters of
each contour |line by determ ning whether the contour line is a
convex |ine segnment, a concave |line segnent, or a hole
segnent. Last, a matching neans conpares the feature
paranmeters with feature vectors of a dictionary to determ ne
the character pattern. Caiml is illustrative of the clained
Invention, and it reads as foll ows:

1. A pattern recognition systemwherein a contour
tracer unit traces the contour of a two-dinensional character
pattern of a character scanned by an optical scanner and
stored in the formof a binary quantized signal in a two-

di mensi onal nenory, conpri sing:

a first extraction neans for extracting the outernpst
points in a plurality of predeterm ned directions, said
out ernost points being determ ned by extending a predetermn ned
nunber of rays, in a predeterm ned set of angular directions,
froma comon starting point on said contour of said
character, until farthest portions of the contour of the
character are intersected by said rays at intersections,
respectively, said intersections defining said outernost
poi nts, respectively;

cal cul ating neans including an information extracting
nmeans for extracting information from an output signal of said
first extraction neans and for associating said output signa
with a series of contour lines formng said contour, and a
segnenti ng nmeans for segnenting, in the order of tracing of
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said contour |ines, each of said contour lines into one of a
convex |ine segnent, a concave |line segnent, and a hole
segnment so as to extract feature paraneters of each of said
contour |ines;

mat chi ng neans for conparing and attenpting to match said
feature paraneters of those of said |line segnents which are
determ ned not to be convex segnents | esser than a
predeterm ned length with a plurality of predeterm ned feature
vectors of a dictionary so as to decide said two-di nensi ona
character pattern.

The prior art reference of record relied upon by the
exam ner in rejecting the appealed claimis:

Forsen et al. (Forsen) 4,097, 847 Jun. 27,
1978

Claiml stands rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 112, first
par agr aph, as bei ng non-enabl ed by the original disclosure.

Caim1l stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being
anti ci pated by Forsen.

Reference is made to the Exam ner's Answer (Paper No. 53,
mai | ed Cctober 27, 1998) for the exam ner's conpl ete reasoning
in support of the rejections, and to appellants' Brief (Paper
No. 52, filed August 10, 1998) and Reply Brief (Paper No. 54,
filed Decenber 28, 1998) for appellants' argunents
t her eagai nst .

OPI NI ON
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We have carefully considered the claim the applied prior
art reference, and the respective positions articul ated by
appel l ants and the exam ner. As a consequence of our review,
we W ll reverse both the witten description/enabl enent
rejection and also the anticipation rejection of claiml.

The exam ner first rejects claim1 as being based on a
specification that "fail[s] to provide an adequate witten
description of his invention, and fail[s] to adequately teach
how t o nmake and/or use the invention" (see Paper No. 37, page
2). The exam ner points to several grammatical errors in the
speci fication and concl udes (Paper No. 37, page 5) that "[a]
person of ordinary skill in the art would be burdened by
unr easonabl e experinmentation and delay in trying to construct
the invention based on the present disclosure.”

According to Vas-Cath, Inc. v. Mhurkar, 935 F. 2d 1555,

1563/ 64, 19 USPQ2d 1111, 1117 (Fed. Cir. 1991),

35 U.S.C. 8 112, first paragraph, requires a
"witten description of the invention” which is
separate and distinct fromthe enabl enent

requi renment. The purpose of the "witten
description” requirenment is broader than to nmerely
expl ain how to "nake and use"; the applicant nust

al so convey with reasonable clarity to those skilled
in the art that, as of the filing date sought, he or
she was in possession of the invention. The
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invention is, for purposes of the "witten
description” inquiry, whatever is now clai ned.

The witten description requirenent generally cones into play
after an anmendnment to the clains. However, the exam ner has
not pointed to any claimlimtation that was added by
anmendnent and considered to be new matter. Consequently, we
find no basis for the exam ner’s assertion of an inadequate
witten description.

As to the enabl ement part of 35 U S.C. § 112, first
par agr aph, the exam ner has not pointed to any elenment in the
claimwhich the disclosure fails to adequately teach how to
make and/or use. W find that, though numerous, the
grammati cal and spelling errors in the specification do not
rise to the level of failing to provide an enabling
di scl osure. As pointed out by appellants (Brief, page 5),
Fi gure 1A shows generally, the clained extracting circuit,
cal culating unit, and matching unit, and Figure 1B shows the
steps of extracting outernost points, extracting the line
segnents, and matching with the dictionary.

More specifically, Figure 2 shows the cal cul ati on of

conpari son values for creating the list of outernost points.
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Further, in the specification (page 15), appellants disclose
that an outernost point is determned in each of 16 directions
r fromthe starting point S. This is also shown in Figure 4.
Figure 22 shows a specific construction of an outernost point
detecting circuit. Thus, the first extraction neans is
clearly discl osed.

Figures 4, 5, and 10 together with the description on
pages 16 and 17 of the specification show and expl ain how
contour lines are segnented into one of a concave |ine segnent
or a convex line segnent. A simlar disclosure on pages 21-22
expl ai ns the determ nation of hole segnents. Also, Figure 25
illustrates a particular construction of the calculating unit.
Therefore, the cal culating and segnenting neans are fully
di scl osed.

As to the claimed matchi ng nmeans, Figure 27 shows a
specific construction and Figure 30 shows a flow of operations
of the matching unit. |In addition, the description beginning
at page 23 explains how a degree of matching with each
category feature is determ ned and how matching is effected.
Accordingly, all of the elenents of claiml1l are fully

di scl osed in such a way as to enable one of ordinary skill in
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the art to make and/or use the clained invention.
Consequently, we cannot sustain the rejection of claim1l under
35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph.

Regarding the anticipation rejection of claim1l1, "[i]t is
axiomatic that anticipation of a claimunder 8§ 102 can be
found only if the prior art reference discloses every el enent

of the claim™"™ 1n re King, 801 F.2d 1324, 1326, 231 USPQ 136,

138 (Fed. Cr. 1986); See also Lindenmann Maschi nenfabrik

[GVMBH] v. Anerican Hoist and Derrick [Co.], 730 F.2d 1452,

1457, 221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed. Cir. 1984). Forsen does

di scl ose the general concepts recited in claim1l of extracting
out ernost points, cal cul ati ng and segnenting the contour

| ines, and matching the contour lines to a dictionary, as

i ndi cated by the exam ner (Paper No. 37, pages 6-7). However,
claim1 includes nore specific limtations that Forsen fails
to discl ose.

For exanple, claiml recites that the outernpbst points
are "determ ned by extending a predeterm ned nunber of rays,
in a predeterm ned set of angular directions, froma conmon
starting point on said contour of said character, until
farther portions of the contour are intersected by said rays."
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The exam ner (Answer, pages 3-4) asserts that Figure 14 of
Forsen neets this limtation, since Figure 14 shows "outernost
points, e.g. Cl1 at (Cl1X, ClY) and C2 at (C2X, C2Y), are
extracted. These points are the furthest portions of the
character contour which is intersected by the Iines connecting
these points froma comon starting point B2 at (B2X, B2Y)."
However, Figure 14 relates to the extraction of paraneter
features after the outernost points have been determned. On
the other hand, the perineter trace of Forsen is acconplished
by finding starting points on the perineter and increnentally
noving plus or mnus one or zero scan units as shown in
Figures 6 and 7. Forsen clearly does not extend rays, in a
predet erm ned set of angular directions, froma comon
starting point on the contour of the character, until farther
portions of the contour are intersected by said rays to find
the outernost points. As Forsen fails to neet each and every
limtation of the claim Forsen cannot anticipate claim1.
Consequently, we cannot sustain the rejection of claim1l under

35 U.S.C. § 102.
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The deci sion of the exam ner

CONCLUSI ON

rejecting claim21 under both

35 U.S.C. 8§ 112, first paragraph, and 35 U . S.C. 8 102(b) is

rever sed.

REVERSED

JERRY SM TH
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

M CHAEL R. FLEM NG
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

ANl TA PELLMAN GROSS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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